Crime against humanity is one of international crimes. The "validity" of this crime as a criminal offence under International Criminal law can be traced to the Rome Statute, which by virtue of Article 7, makes it an offence. The International Criminal Court (ICC) is a court saddled with the responsibility of interpreting and also bringing to book those who have violated international criminal laws. The paper therefore examines how the broad couching of article 7 has brought complexity into the jurisprudence of "crime against humanity" and how it has created interpretation problems; not only to the court, but to victims and accused persons. A good law must be concise, precise and must not be too broad. This article, therefore, argues that an appraisal of Article 7 will go a long way in clarifying the ambiguity created by this article.
Introduction
The concept of "crime against humanity" is as old as humanity (Theodorakis & Farrington, 2013) . The concept became a buzzword during and after the massacre of the Armenians by the Ottoman Empire and other massacres committed in World War I (Dadrian, 1989) . Article 7 of the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court explains that the concept of crime against humanity includes "wide spread or systematic attack directed against civilian population, with the knowledge of the attack": Antonio (2002) . While the list of crime against humanity is not limited to the above, it is apt to mention that Article 6(c) of the Nuremberg Charter played a significant role in influ-encing the tenor of Article 7 of the Rome Statute, which is in all fours with Article 6(c|) of the Nuremberg Charter (Mauro & Giuseppe, 2001) 1 . In other words, it can be argued that Article 6(c) of the Nuremberg Charter laid the foundation for the birth of Article 7 of the Rome Statute.
In order to do an anatomic analysis of Article 7, we shall first of all have a brief background knowledge of the Rome Statute and the International Criminal Court before examining the jurisprudence of the wordings of the Article 7 with regard to the following keywords, vis-à-vis, "systematic", "knowledge of the attack", "wide spread", "civilian", "organization", and "policy requirement". These would solidify the claim that the broad couching of Article 7 has plagued its meaning with coherence unlike the clarity in the definition of genocide and war crimes. It is sad to note that years after the adoption of the concept of crime against humanity, its interpretation is still not clear, thereby making the concept less of a value (Diane, 1991) 2 . The paper therefore examines article 7 of the Rome Statute and thus argue that the re-appraisal of the Article would go a long way in providing a clearer interpretation and definition of crime against humanity.
The Jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court
The Roman Treaty of 17 July 1998, establishing the International Criminal Court, is the most significant accomplishment in international legal order post 1945 era (Otto, 1999 . The Court's official seat is in Hague, Netherlands, but its proceedings may be delegated to take place anywhere.
Cases are referred to the ICC (as this acronym is used here) through "a referral of a situation by a state party", by the Security Council or by the "Prosecutor" (Cassese, 2002) . The Court can only try cases that are within the jurisdiction of the Rome Statute (Broomhall, 2003) .
The jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court covers: Crime against humanity, war crimes, genocide, and the crime of aggression which is yet to be added into the Statute due to "definitional problems" (Ebrucoban, 2014 of these heinous crimes.
The Principle of "Complementarity" under the Rome Statute
The provision under Article 17 of the Rome Statute gave the States the power to prosecute cases of international crimes provided it is done in good faith (Linda, 2010) 
The Jurisprudence of Crime against Humanity under the Rome Statute
The lack of clarity in the wordings of Article 7 has not helped in the development of the jurisprudence of crime against humanity. For the purpose of this paper, Article 7(1), and 7(2a) of the Rome Statute will be examined respectively to elicit the jurisprudential value of this discourse. They provide as follows:
7(1) For the purpose of the statute, "crime against humanity" means any of the following acts when committed as part of widespread or systematic attack directed against any civilian population, with knowledge of the attack … 5 2. For the purpose of paragraph 1: (a) Attack directed against any civilian population means a course of conduct involving the multiple commission of acts referred to in paragraph 1 against any civilian population, pursuant to or in furtherance of a State or organizational policy to commit such attack;… For a crime to be termed as "crime against humanity", it must have been committed "systematically" and must have had a "wide spread" effect. Under Article 7(1), the Actus Reus (the physical act) must be of large scale, and the Mens Rea (the mental element) of the attacker as seen in paragraph 2 must have been "…directed against any civilian population, with the knowledge of the attack…". "Knowledge of the attack" here is that the attacker must have known and played a significant role in the physical attack carried out on the civilian. It is until then, that is, when the aforethought knowledge of the crime is followed by the physical act of the crime, that the accused can be liable under Article 7 of the Rome Statute.
The Jurisprudential Problem with "Systematic"
"Systematic" is defined as "done or acting according to a fixed plan or system" (Soanes 4 Linda ( & Stevenson, 2004) . Put differently, for a crime to suffice as crime against humanity, such an act must have been done according to a "fixed plan" or a "system". An ad hoc definition of a "Plan" is an intention or a decision about what one is going to do (Soanes & Stevenson, 2004) . It would not be wrong to infer from this exposition that for an act to qualify as crime against humanity, it could be presumed that the perpetrators must have planned the attack systematically or deliberately.
The term "Systematic" was defined by the International Criminal Court for Rwanda as "…thoroughly organised and following a regular pattern on the basis of a common policy involving substantial public or private resources" 6 . From this definition, one could infer why the International Criminal Court for Rwanda opined that the attack should be thoroughly authorised, following a chain of command or a regular pattern (Russell, 2011) . The problem now is how can one phantom the policies that would have organized these crimes when they are not made known or kept secret? Sometimes it is often very difficult to discern between public and private resources used in the perpetration of these heinous crimes, particularly when the sources of the resources used are unclear.
Another . Even though the attack could be said to be "systematic" or premeditated, if the ICTR'S definition of "systemic" is something to go by, then Brevick wouldn't be liable because he was the sole financial of the attack and he did not follow any chain of command as he carried out the attacks alone.
Therefore, it can be argued that the word "systematic" should be expunged from the wordings of Article 7. In as much as the crime satisfies the criterion of "widespread" even though not "systematic", it should be regarded as crime against humanity. This would definitely remove the encumbrance placed on the said Article 7.
The Jurisprudential Problem with "Widespread"
Article 7 of the Rome Statute tends to show that the impact of the said attack must be extensive, or of a very large extent, to qualify as "widespread". According to Article 7
(1):
"… 'crime against humanity' means any of the following acts when committed as part of widespread or systematic attack directed against any civilian population, with knowledge of the attack …." The Pre-Trial Chambers 1 of the International Criminal Court in an attempt to define what could be termed as "widespread'', held that the attack need not be a random occurrence but must have been targeted at a perceived group using a variety of means to identify the group 9 . The Court held further that both requirement of "widespread" and "systematic" may exist in one scenario but the existence of either of them is sufficient to establish an offence 10 . Similarly, in the case of Prosecutor v. Akayesu, the Court held that widespread criteria may be defined as ''…massive, frequent, large scale action, carried out collectively with considerable seriousness and directed against a multiplicity of victims" 11 .
Even though the Court tried to interpret "widespread", the problem, however, is that:
To what extent is the magnitude of the atrocities that must be committed or the number of people that must be killed, rape or exterminated, etc., to qualify for "massive, frequent and large scale action" or "multiplicity of victims", in order to satisfy the criterion of widespread in crime against humanity under Article 7 of the Rome Statute?
Also, where the Court held that the action must be carried out with some "considerable seriousness," how do we determine the seriousness of individuals who are obsessed to kill? As a matter of fact, there are some individuals who will kill without motive but for the fun of it. Will these set of individuals be deemed to have violated the provisions of Article 7 of the Rome Statute?
At this juncture, we shall also consider the provisions of Article 7(2a) which gives a broader interpretation of Article 7(1). It states as follows:
''attack directed against any civilian population" meant a course of conduct involving multiple commission of acts referred to in paragraph 1 against any civilian population, pursuant to or in furtherance of a state or organizational policy to commit such attack.
The problem with this provision is in the interpretation problem of "civilian", "policy" and an "organization" as it relates to crime against humanity.
The Jurisprudential Problem with "Civilian"
The problem with "civilian" under Article 7 of the Rome Statute is that the Statute did International humanitarian law (also called the law of armed conflicts or the law of war) regulates relations between States, international organisations and other subjects of international law. It is a branch of public international law which consists of rules that, in times of armed conflicts, seek-for humanitarian reasons-to protect persons who are not or are no longer directly participating in the hostilities or fighting, and to restrict the means and methods of warfare. See "IHL: Answers to your Questions", ICRC, Geneva, 2014, p. 4. who are not members of the armed forces"
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. In fact, Article 13(2) of Additional Protocol II of 1977 14 forbids the killing of civilians or the making of them objects of attack (Henckaerts, 2005) . The Protocol further distinguishes between a civilian and a combatant and. It was agreed upon that one may kill active combatants but not civilians 15 . If the above is anything to go by, then the gross violation of Article 7 in a widespread or systemic manner may not after all be regarded as crime against humanity if the perpetrators argue in favour of defending themselves against combatants. For instance, the Government of Syria has defended its crackdown on protesters by claiming that they were fighting 'terrorists and armed groups' even though there were series of allegations of crime against humanity levied against the Government including that of the United Nations' Secretary General 16 .
In an attempt to put to rest the definitional crises of who is to be referred to as a "civilian" under the Statute, the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) adopted in the case of Rutaganda, Musema, and Seromba's the provisions of Article 3 of the Geneva Convention which defined a "civilian" to mean a person who is not taking part in active hostilities 17 . It is the view of this article that the court has added more injuries to the vagueness of Article 7 because the said Article 3(1) of the Geneva Convention went further in defining a "civilian" to mean… members of armed forces who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds, detention, or any other cause . This legal uncertainty clearly has made the exact nature and what exactly is crime against humanity problematic the more.
The Pre-Trial II Chambers, for instance, saw an "organization" as a structure lacking state-like characteristics 22 . If this definition is something to go by, with respect to the Court, the definition contravenes the provision of Article 7(2a). The scholar agrees with the view of justice Hans-Peter Kaul, in its dissenting opinion, in which he was of the view that an organisation should not be seen in that light but as a group which is more state-like in nature.
The Statute should clearly state the number of members of an organisation that would qualify as "an organization" under crime against humanity. In the view of the researcher, an individual should even qualify as an organization; this would go a long way in making individuals who carry out independent attacks liable and also remove the problem of future interpretation.
The "Policy Requirement" Problem
The problem with "policy" as required under Article 7 (2) "Attack directed against any civilian population" meant a course of conduct involving multiple commission of acts referred to in paragraph 1 against any civilian population, pursuant to or in furtherance of a state or organizational policy to commit such attack 23 .
According to Article 31 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, under the general rule of interpretation, it provides that a treaty must be interpreted in accordance with the ordinary meaning in the light with its object and purposes 24 . If this is adopted, the literal meaning of "policy" is "a course of principle of action adopted or proposed by an organization or individual"
25
. In respect to this definition, policy can either be adopted or proposed by an "organization" or an "individual."
It would not be wrong to conclude that one cannot separatean organization or an individual from who can propose or adopt a "policy". It is however not clear if an individual can be deemed to be capable under Article 7 of the Rome Statute of independently formulating a "policy" that would qualify as crime against humanity. This clarification would go a long way in removing the ambiguity created by this Article.
Conclusions
The emergence of the Statute of Rome and the eventual establishment of the International Criminal Court were a welcomed development in the field of international criminal law and international humanitarian law. They ended the long awaited cry for the adoption of a Statute and a Court with jurisdiction to try the perpetrators of international crimes, of which crimes against humanity is an integral part (Russell, 2011) .
However, the provision of Article 7 of the Statute, which deals with crime against humanity, has not actually succeeded in the development of the jurisprudence of crime against humanity. As we have seen above, some critical jurisprudential problems of clarity have arisen under Article 7 when it comes to interpretation of the Statute on the offence of crimes against humanity. The hiatus created by this Article 7 is subliminal when States bring perpetrators of crime against humanity to justice or when prosecutors refer them to ICC. Under unclear and imprecise difficulties of interpretations, justice will never be seen to be done. Meanwhile, the International Criminal Court as the last hope of the common man has a burden to deliver justice to those seeking it.
For these reasons, the article concludes by recommending that the wordings of Article 7 of the Rome Statute be re-appraised, in order to illuminate the law and improve the jurisprudence of interpretation of crime against humanity. Since the influx of abuse of human rights and dignity perpetuated by those carrying out crimes against humanity are on the increase, the Court should not compound the weight on it by spending most of its precious time on the interpretation of the Statute so that when those accused of the crimes are brought to the Court, the proceedings can be done faster, with the full force of an apparent interpretation. In this way, the International Criminal Court can 23 Ibid. Oxford University Press (2016) Available online: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/policy [accessed 25th February, 2016] carve a niche for itself around the globe as a court of justice.
